Introduction
It seems clear that by roughly the end of the seventeenth century, a distinctively sodomite subculture had established itself in London. [McIntosh (1968) , Bray (1982) , Trumbach (1976 Trumbach ( , 1985 Trumbach ( , 1989 Trumbach ( , 1990 , Norton (1992) , Simpson (1984)] i Along with it, and affecting those of sodomitical tendencies outside the subculture, came a new articulation of masculinity and gender relations. The increasing urbanization in London was leading at least in the working classes to a shift from power relations defined by relations of kinship, to new social roles defined by gender.
In the view of these scholars, the eighteenth century involved the introduction of a new masculine code, and the re-characterization of sodomitical activity was one of the ways in which the male role was formulated. Sodomy previously, when a matter of concern at all, had been viewed in the context of religous heresy, and by English Protestants as a particularly Catholic abomination. [Greenberg (1988) ] Such associations did not die, but were overlaid with a new, gendered understanding. Masculine virtue became articulated in opposition to same-sex erotic desire. As those gendered logics became more significant in the eighteenth century, sodomitical practices came to occupy a new centrality in the understanding of deviance, and to take on a particularly socially threatening aspect.
The development of the new ideology of sodomy was not exclusively based in re-understanding of gender, but also on the practical possibilities presented by London social life.
Whether based in a less prurient society under the restoration [Greenberg (1988) , 326], economic change flowing from industrial change [Weeks (1981) ], the relatively high marriage age for men as encouraging non-marital sexual relations, or the urban context of London which allowed for anonymity of individuals [Bray (1982) ], it seems clear that there were the foundations for a sodomitical subculture in London by the end of the seventeenth century, a subculture which continued throughout the succeeding century. The clearest manifestation of this subculture may be found in molly houses of the eighteenth century, the collection of pubs and quasi-private parties which catered to persons with sodomitical interests.
The legal records and the popular press of the eighteenth century described in voyeuristic terms the rituals of crossdressing, sexual banter, sexual play of these institutions.
The sensationalism of many of these accounts suggests that they
should not be taken entirely uncritically, yet as Greenberg points out, their relative consistency suggests equally that they should not be entirely discounted. [Greenberg (1988) . This has been read as a defiant statement, marking Brown's claim over his own body. [Bray (1982) If the core of the sodomitical subculture was thus established by the end of the seventeenth century, the development of a new masculine identity was slower to evolve.
Simpson associates its genesis with the change from skilled to unskilled work:
In particular, the traditional role of the father, in directing and guiding his son by working with him and teaching him work and life skills, was made redundant. Fathers no longer had an important part in helping their sons to acquire needed skills, and could therefore no longer command their respect by that means. All the father had to offer was the personal image of a hardness that had no parallel elsewhere in the family, or outside of the world of men. [Simpson (1984) 619]
Yet this transition was a gradual process, and as Simpson himself acknowledges, was by no means complete by the end of the eighteenth century. [Simpson (1984) 636] Similarly, dividing lines between employment appropriate for men as opposed to women were developed over the course of the eighteenth century. [Hill (1989) ] While these distinctions were eventually reflected in different grass-roots political structures between men and women, these were not in place at the beginning of the century, but rather developed over time. [Bohstedt (1988) relationship between the convict, the state, and the public.
The seventeenth-century pillory had been a morality play in which the spectators had been the audience. The eighteenth century gave rise to a new sort of theatre, a spectacle in which the public is not merely audience, but a key player. It is this active role of the public shich has led John Beattie to call the pillory the "paradigm of eighteenth-century penal practice." [Beatty (1985) , 39] The place of the state is no longer directly to provide corporal punishment, but instead to provide the site.
The state could otherwise affect the course of punishment of course.
As prosecutor in seditious libel proceedings, it would have a particular interest in ensuring that the event did not become a victory for the criminal, and it is a fair speculation that they would attempt behind the scenes to ensure the presence of a crowd hostile to the criminal.
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case, it may be that his friends arrived first, and occupied the prime locations.
In other contexts, far from providing the mechanics of punishment, the eighteenth century state would often be required to intervene against the crowd to protect the convict, and to keep the situation from getting out of control. For most of the century, this involved merely the provision of state forces to control crowds. Less than a real man, whose worth in the new ideology is defined by sexual prowess, the sodomite is constructed as an affront and an insult to women; and it is women who, primarily, take their revenge in the pilloryings.
These are, of course, only accounts, and accounts written by men. They cannot be read uncritically as reflecting women's views of themselves. Women were active and aggressive in other forms of eighteenth-century rioting; [Bohstedt (1988) London; yet the numbers from these sources also appear to have been very small. 1818. This may be compared to thirty-three per cent for murder and twenty-three per cent for attempted murder in a similar period. [Gilbert (1978) 237] It is similarly difficult to see that sodomites were difficult to find. Eighteenth-century cruising grounds appear to have been well-known by anyone who took the trouble to find out. [Trumbach (1976) The reluctance of Justices is consistent with Simpson's findings that of sixteen sodomy-related offences found in the records of the Guildhall Justice Room in the second half of the eighteenth century, only six were sent to the Grand Jury.
[ Simpson (1984) of its own, a moral economy, and a coherent structure. [Rudé (1964) , Thompson (1971) ] Similarly, coherent comments may be made of the crowd at the pillory.
The crowd at the pillory was composed of a mixture of classes.
The mechanics of the event would be handled by the In assessing the effects of the pillory, it is appropriate to distinguish the views of sodomites from the broader crowd watching and participating in the pillory event. Regarding the former, the events were public and notorious, and no doubt shaped the consciousness of actual and potential sodomites. Broderick protested his innocence throughout his tract, and therefore it is unsurprising that the account lacks a reflexive element of guilt or vulnerability. It is difficult to see that those interested in engaging in sodomitical activity would not see these issues in a more personal and threatening light.
In the population more broadly, the pillory had a role in transforming the public perception of sodomitical activity.
Trumbach and Simpson are at one with associating the public sentiment against sodomites with a fear of effeminacy, both in the family settings of the lower classes and in the élite.
Whatever the merits of this argument, and as Trumbach himself acknowledges, [Trumbach (1989) 408] the fine points of these distinctions are lost in the crowd setting. There is no obvious distinction between how consenting adults, paedophiles, and the more effeminate mollies were treated in the pillory. Thus of the cases referred to above, the long discussion of the pillorying concerned Vere Street, a molly house case;
Broderick was a case of alleged sexual activity with children;
and Blair, the man who died, a case of consentual activity with Thomas Deacon, another adult pilloried also. This last is interesting, in that both seemed to have been used equally harshly by the crowd. There is no distinction drawn between penetrating and penetrated partners. 
Conclusion
The object of this essay has been to problematize the relationship between the pillory as an institution and the crowd attitude to the sodomitical behaviour of the people held within its jaws. The pillory was a space where, subject to minimal controls, the crowd held sway. The pillory therefore was a site for this crowd to articulate its values and norms.
The events were frequently reported, and while the events themselves may say as much about the institution as the crime, the reports nevertheless may be taken as having an effect on the public perception of sodomitical activity. The pilloryings were public and notorious. As such, they are more likely to have constructed, rather than merely reflected, the emerging public understanding of sexual behaviour of men.
The accounts of sodomites in the pillory mythologize their experience, re-creating it and investing the behaviour of the crowd with a public meaning. It is no longer just an angry crowd, but a meaningful event.
Rather than merely reflecting social attitudes, the reports of the aggressive usage by the crowd were a part of the symbolic erection of sodomy in the eighteenth century.
with the views of the other historians in the field. Gilbert, for example, notes only six attempt charges in London and Middlesex from 1805 to 1809 inclusive, and claims that this represents a marked increase in prosecutions from earlier periods. [Gilbert (1977) 98-103] xi.For this reason, it is perhaps unwise given the very small number of cases to place too much significance on the variations in frequency of cases prosecuted over the century, as a marker of broad social attitudes. Thus Trumbach [(1985) 113] is on unsafe ground when he criticises Simpson's chronology regarding the articulation of the new masculinity on the basis of an increase in the number of cases in the 1720s. In absolute terms, the number of cases remained very small. The increase is more appropriately explained by the interest of the Society for the Reformation of Manners in prosecuting sodomy-related offences in this period.
The issue of social perceptions must thus centre on the significance and representativeness of the Society, not the blip in the case law.
